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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS 
 
 
ITEM 3B   ORDINANCE RELATING TO ANNEXATION; PROVIDING  
   EXCEPTION TO MITIGATION PAYMENT FOR ANNEXATION  
   OF ENCLAVE AREA   
 
ITEM SUB 3B ORDINANCE RELATING TO ANNEXATION; PROVIDING  
   EXCEPTION TO MITIGATION PAYMENT FOR ANNEXATION  
   OF ENCLAVE AREA 
    

Commissioner Carlos A. Gimenez  
 

I. SUMMARY 
 
ITEM 3B:  
This item provides that annual mitigation payments shall not be required as a 
condition when a municipality seeks to annex an enclave area. This item provides 
the exception to all enclaves in Miami-Dade County. (Enclaves in CBIs and 
enclaves that are not in CBIs) 
 
ITEM SUB 3B: 
This item provides that annual mitigation payments shall not be required as a 
condition when a municipality seeks to annex an enclave area that is not located 
in a CBI. This item narrows the amount of enclaves that meet the exception, to 
enclaves that are not in CBIs.  
 

II. PRESENT SITUATION 
 
• Pursuant to the Miami-Dade County Home Rule Charter, the Board of County 

Commissioners has the power to enter into contracts and other agreements with 
municipalities. 

 
• County mitigation fee agreements were first established in 2000 to offset the loss of 

tax dollars from more affluent communities (donor communities) which are needed to 
set off the cost of services provided to less affluent communities (recipient 
communities).  

 
• Miami-Dade County is currently receiving mitigation payments for services provided 

to areas within county boundaries that have incorporated, such as Cutler Bay, Doral, 
Miami Gardens, Miami Lakes, and Palmetto Bay  

 
 Mitigation payment requirements were not in place prior to the 

incorporation of Key Biscayne, Sunny Isles Beach, Pinecrest, and 
Aventura.  

 



INLUC ITEM 3B & SUB 3B 
January 17, 2006 
 

TDW  Last update:  1/13/06   

• The Board has the authority to determine the actual amount of a municipality’s 
annual mitigation payment as well as how the payment will be calculated into the 
future.  

   
III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATION 
 

• The proposed legislation provided by Item 3B and Item Sub 3B state: 
 
[I]t is provided, however, that the Board of County 
Commissioners shall not require annual mitigation 
payment as a condition of a municipal payment as a 
condition of a municipal boundary change where a 
municipality seeks to annex an enclave area as that 
term is defined in Section 20-7(c). 

 
• Pursuant to Section 20-7(c) of the Miami-Dade County Code, an 

unincorporated enclave is an unincorporated area surrounded on more than 80 
percent of its boundary by one or more municipalities and of a size that could 
not be serviced efficiently.    

 
• The proposed ordinance will continue to allow the County to seek mitigation 

payments in their negotiations with municipalities seeking annexation of 
enclave areas. However, it does not mandate mitigation payments as a 
condition required in annexations for enclave areas.  

 
• Although, the Board currently has the power to determine the value of an 

annual mitigation payment for any annexation agreement, mitigation 
payments are still a required condition. This amendment allows the Board the 
flexibility to negotiate enclave area annexations on a case by case basis 
without the condition of having mitigation payments.  

  
IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT 
 

The County Manager’s memo states, that four (4) of the fifteen existing 
enclaves are currently donor areas providing a loss to the UMSA budget and 
negative fiscal impact of $ 1,472,408 .   
 
Enclave Area  (Donor) Net Revenue Loss to UMSA Budget 

 
1. El Portal   $      16,646 
2. Hialeah   $      64,059 
3. High Pines   $ 1,331,591 
4. Opa Locka   $      60,112 

 
TOTAL   $ 1,472,408 
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Important to Note:  
• The City of Coral Gables has recognized the High Pines area within their 

Annexation proposal. 
 
V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 
  
      N/A 
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LEGISLATIVE ANALYSIS 
 
ITEM 2(B) RESOLUTION APPROVING CHANGE ORDER NUMBER 1 TO STORM 
DRAIN CLEAN OUT CONTRACT NUMBER STDC2 WITH ENVIROWASTE SERVICES, 
INC. 

Department of Environmental Resources Management 
 
 
I. SUMMARY 
 
This Resolution approves a change order to modify a storm drain maintenance contract 
between Envirowaste Services, Inc. and Miami-Dade County, allowing for a $60,000 
increase in the awarded amount.  
 
II. PRESENT SITUATION 
 
In Fiscal Year 2005, the County allocated $1.1 million, from the Storm Water Utility 
Fund, for cleaning and maintenance of the storm water drainage system.  Contracts for 
Project Nos. STDC1 and STDC2 were awarded in the amount of $400,000 each along 
with $300,000 for inspection services for both contracts.   
 
The inspection services cost was less than projected and according to staff, Envirowaste 
Services, Inc., the STDC2 contractor, was more productive and finished earlier than the 
other contractor.  
 
Furthermore, the underground drainage system has been severely impacted due to a very 
active 2005 Hurricane season.   
  
III. POLICY CHANGE AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
This Resolution would utilize the surplus inspection funds in order to clean drains 
impacted by Hurricanes Katrina and Wilma.   
 
IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT 
 
The actual inspection service cost was less than projected; therefore, the $60,000 surplus 
(15% of the original contract) added to the STDC2 contract increases the awarded 
amount to $460,000. 
 
No new funds would be allocated to increase the contract to $460,000.  The $1.1 million 
allocated from the Storm Water Utility fund would remain the same; however, the 
amount distributed among the two contracts and the inspection service cost would differ.  
 
 
 
 

ENO  Last update:  January 13, 2006 
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V. COMMENTS AND QUESTIONS 
 
Item 2(F), Contract Award for Storm Drain Clean-out-Project No. STDC3 
(Countywide), authorizes the allocation of $1.1 million in Storm Water Utility Funds for 
fiscal year 2006.  This item allows for one contractor, Florida Utilities, Inc., to be 
awarded $800,000 for cleaning and maintenance of the storm water drainage system and 
for $300,000 to be allocated towards inspection services.   

ENO  Last update:  January 13, 2006 



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION  
 

Item# Subject Matter Comments/Questions 
 

4B 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
• Resolution ratifying the 

County Manager’s action in 
authorizing capital 
improvement contracts 
pursuant to the “Expedite 
Ordinance”. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
• TGK Correctional Center  
      New Negative HVAC System: 

o The third and final change 
order provided an increase to 
the contract in the amount of 
$143,783.18 as well as a 
contract extension of 317 days 
for the increase in scope of 
work and unforeseen 
conditions.  

 
• Although, this is the final change 

order, it is one of three change orders 
that have asked for monetary 
increases as well as time extensions 
due to changes to the scope of work 
and addition unforeseen conditions. 

 
• Attachment 1: Memo from the County 

Manager to the BCC  
      (Dated: March 24, 2005) 
 
• Attachment 2: Memo from GSA to OCI  

(Dated: November 15, 2005) 
 
• Attachment 3: Project Description for 

Change Order 3 (Line Item)  

 










